My paper describes a Polish adaptation of the family assessment tool called FACES IV. Confirmatory factor analysis showed a good fit of the model to the data with a sample of 499 Polish individuals from 150 families. The reliability measures of the two Balanced scales are similar to those of the American scales. However, the four Unbalanced scales have lower reliability. Reliability measures of Family Satisfaction and Family Communication are even higher than the American ones. A cluster analysis clearly depicted the extreme profiles of the Balanced and Unbalanced scales, with the remaining four profiles also present. Norms were developed for the various scales. Psychometric verification of this instrument showed that FACES IV-SOR is useful for research and clinical work with Polish families.
Introduction
Few family theoretical models have been created that also provide a family assessment that can be used for empirical research and clinical work with families. One of most popular models is the Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems and the family assessment called FACES (Family Adaptability & Cohesion Evaluation Scales). This work has been done by David Olson and and his numerous collaborators during a span of 30 years (Olson, Sprenkle, & Russell, 1979; Olson, 2011) .
For Polish readers, this model was made familiar by Mieczysław Radochoński (1987) , analyzed in depth by Marek Zwoliński (1992) , and used in studies conducted by Maria Braun-Gałkowska (1992), Andrzej Margasiński (1996 Margasiński ( , 2006 Margasiński ( , 2009 Margasiński ( , 2010 , Elżbieta Kornacka-Skwara (2004), and others.
As Edward F. Kouneski (2000) summarizes, of the more than 1200 empirical studies conducted on the Circumplex Model with FACES I, II & III, all had some limitations. In 2003, a major revision was made called FACES IV (Olson and Gorall, 2003) . This new version, FACES IV, represents a comprehensive family assessment which has high levels of reliability, validity and clinical utility (Olson, 2011) .
Five cohesion levels range from disengaged, to three balanced levels of cohesion, to enmeshment (see Figure 1 ). Some researchers and theorists claim that high cohesion and enmeshment are not the same thing and that enmeshment is incorrectly placed in the Circumplex Model as maximum cohesion (Barber & Buehler, 1996; Green & Werner, 1996 ; Werner, Green, Greenberg, Browne & McKenna, 2001 ). In response to this criticism, a new scale on "enmeshment" was developed for FACES IV.
The definition of flexibility in the Circumplex Model has changed over time. Since its formulation in 1979 and up until the 1990s, Olson used the term adaptability. Deciding to replace the term adaptability with flexibility, Olson and Gorall (2003) emphasized that it did not regard the potential, for family systems to change, but rather took into account the actual number of change that occurred in the systems. FACES IV was constructed to reflect this new definition. Flexibility is defined as both the quality of and degree to which changes take place in a family system regarding leadership, roles, mutual relationship rules, and stemming from negotiation among family members. The new definition emphasizes to a greater extent the number of changes in the family (Olson, 2011) .
Five levels of flexibility -range from the lowest scale (rigidity) -to the highest scale (chaos). The three central levels are called balanced and reflect healthier functional levels as measured by a balanced flexibility scale (see Figure 1 ). The two unbalanced flexibility levels are rigidity (very low) and chaos (very high). 
The Polish Adaptation of FACES IV-SOR
The five family cohesion levels and five flexibility levels create a model with 25 types. The nine central types are called Balanced because they represent the three balanced areas for both cohesion and flexibility. There are nine mid-range types where the family is balanced in one dimension and unbalanced in another dimension. Four types are unbalanced in both dimensions.
Two family dimensions are not represented in the Circumplex Model: family communication and family satisfaction (Olson, 2011) . Family communication is considered a facilitating dimension in that it helps a family system to balance cohesion and flexibility. Family satisfaction measures how much each person likes the current family system.
To conclude, in FACES IV there are two balanced scales (balanced cohesion, balanced flexibility), four unbalanced scales (disengagement, enmeshment, rigidity, chaos) and a family communication and family satisfaction scale. Studies have shown good psychometric properties of FACES IV, both in respect to validity, reliability and clinical utility (Olson, 2011) .
Hypotheses derived from the Circumplex Model:
The main hypothesis of the Circumplex Model is that "Balanced family systems are more healthy while Unbalanced families are less healthy". Several hundred studies have tested this hypothesis with various FACES versions (Kouneski, 2000) . Balanced family systems also have better family communication and satisfaction compared to Unbalanced families.
The Polish Adaptation called FACES IV-SOR
The translation of FACES IV-SOR was carried out in collaboration with translators as well as a native English speaker working in Poland. Item content was evaluated by a group of competent judges -psychologists, and theorists working in research as well as practicing therapists. The Polish questionnaire was given the name FACES IV-Skale Oceny Rodziny (SOR-English: Family Rating Scales) to emphasize that the instrument serves to study the perception of families. As in the case with FACES IV the questionnaire consists of 62 items (see Appendix 1) that form eight FACES IV scales (Appendix 2). The remaining scales are formed from statements whose truthfulness in relation to the family is rated by the participant on a 5 -point scale (from "I completely agree -1" to "I completely disagree -5").
Sample
FACES IV-SOR was tested on a sample of 499 participants from 150 families, including 150 fathers, 150 mothers, 106 daughters, and 93 sons. The fathers' average age was 43.7 years, mothers' 42.4, daughters' 16.5, and sons' 17.9. Adults were within the 30 -60 -yearold interval; specifically 33.3% were within 30-40, 52.5% 41-50, and 14.2% within the 51-60-year-old interval. Fathers' education was as follows: occupational (35%), secondary school (49.7%), higher (15.3%). Mother's education was: occupational (31.8%), secondary school (51.1%), and higher education (17.1%).
Testing was conducted in southern and central Poland and included participants from large cities (41.2% of participants) and medium-sized cities (33.6%), as well as from villages (25.2%). Testing was carried out by trained individuals; participation in the study was voluntary and anonymous. In all families the parents were employed (in 18 families only the father worked), and the children attended school. During the interview no family reported a high level of family stress related to serious somatic diseases, psychological disorders or addictions.
Validity -Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Confirmatory Factor analysis was used to assess whether data from Polish families using FACES IV-SOR confirms the factorial structure of FACES IV. In the tested structural model, each of the six FACES IV-SOR scales were specified as latent endogenous variables, and the observed exogenous variable loadings were chosen according to the construction of the instrument. It was also assumed that the scales were inter-correlated.
Figure 2 displays the analytical confirmatory factor results of a hypothesized structure of 21 items belonging to the flexibility dimension. Figure 3 shows the results of the 21 items belonging to the cohesion dimension. Next to the arrows on the left, the variance of individual items is given, on the right -the factor loadings. The tested model's recreated factor loadings are almost all relatively high, considerably surpassing the amount number of standard errors, and are all statistically significant. Similar to the American studies, there were negative correlations among the Balanced and Unbalanced scales and positive correlations within the Unbalanced scale. It can be assumed that the acquired results confirm the main assumptions of the tested model. Despite the fact that factor loadings were low in entries 26 and 37, it was decided to keep them for the sake of symmetry with the original tool. Table 1 shows the most important model -fit indices for the main variables. Even though the indice values differ somewhat from the ideal, the fit of the tested model to the Polish family sample data is sufficient and a change in the model is not necessary.
Reliability of FACES IV-SOR
Cronbach's alpha values for FACES IV-SOR are presented in Table 2 . The values for the FACES IV scales are within .77 and .89 (Olson, 2011) . Alpha reliability values for the FACES IV-SOR scales, computed for the normalized sample, are somewhat lower than the United States sample, but they are satisfactory (.70 and .93). The highest alpha reliability for the Polish sample measures were for the Family Satisfaction and Family Communication scales (.93 and .92), which are higher than the United States sample. Both Balanced scale reliabilities were next highest (.79 and .80) and the lowest reliabilities were for the four unbalanced scales (.70 to .77). These reliabilities are all very acceptable for both research and clinical work with families. The FACES IV-SOR average result for the Family Communication Scale is M-39.5, standard deviation SD-6.8. The average score for Family Satisfaction is M-35.0, and the standard deviation is SD-7.04. Table 3 shows the mean results of the six main FACES IV-SOR scales for groups of each family member (husbands, wives, daughters, and sons).
FACES IV-SOR Normalization
This data is illustrated in Figure 4 . The higher scores on the two Balanced Scales, Balanced Cohesion and Balanced Flexibility, are markedly clear compared to the Unbalanced scales -this confirms the main assumptions of the Model. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test if the groups differed significantly. The results indicate differences in cohesion between daughters and mothers (p<.003) and sons and mothers (p<.034), as well as differences in flexibility between daughters and wives (p<.0003) and daughters and husbands (p<.024). Percentile and sten norms were developed for each family member participant group: husbands, wives, sons, and daughters. FACES IV has only percentile norms. Sten 
Six Family Types of FACES IV-SOR based on Cluster Analysis
Based on cluster analysis conducted on FACES IV-SOR, six types (profiles) of families were distinguished. These differ to some extent from those described by Gorall (2002) . The resulting profiles are presented in Figure 3 . The sten scale was used in their development. Profile 1: Balanced -is characterized by the highest scores on the Balanced Cohesion and Balanced Flexibility scales and low scores on all the Unbalanced scales. The combination of high scores on the Balanced Scales and low scores on the Unbalanced scales suggests a family model characterized by high level healthy functioning and low level problematic functioning. These family types are depicted as being able to cope with daily stressors and emotional tensions.
Profile 2: Cohesively Rigid -is characterized by high scores on the Balanced Cohesion scale as well as high scores on the Rigidity scale, heightened scores on the Enmeshment scale, and average scores on the Chaos and Disengagement scale. This family type is characterized by a high level of emotional closeness as well as rigidity. Due to the high degree of closeness, it is assumed that such families generally function well. However, due to high rigidity, such family members may have difficulties in initiating situational or developmental changes.
Profile 3: Flexibly Disengaged -is characterized by high scores on the Balanced Flexibility scale and high scores on the Disengagement scale; the remaining scales have average scores. The relatively lowest score is on the Rigidity scale. Such an arrangement suggests that family members, if the necessity arises, can cope with problematic situations but on a daily basis take care of their own issues, living rather "individually" -with a prevalence of separate activities over common ones.
Profile 4: Midrange -is characterized by generally average scores on all scales, with the exception of the Disengagement Scale for which the scores are low. Scores for the Balanced Cohesion scale, somewhat higher than those on the Disengagement and Enmeshment scales, indicate emotional closeness of family members. This family type should generally function well, although scores on the Chaos scale suggest that in difficult situations the family may have trouble undertaking joint actions and choosing a leader, which is related to the overabundance of negotiation, lack of clear rules, and inconsequential and ineffective actions.
Profile 5: Rigidly Disengaged -is characterized by low scores on the Balanced scales and average scores on the remaining scales. Low scores on the Balanced Cohesion, and Balanced Flexibility scales indicate problematic families, although the intensity of these problems will be lower than in unbalanced families. Heightened scores on the Disengagement and Rigidity scales suggest that in difficult situations given family members may have an individual tendency to stiffen attitudes at the cost of family cohesion.
Profile 6: Unbalanced -is almost the exact opposite of a balanced family type. It is characterized by high scores on all four Unbalanced scales and low scores on the two Balanced scales. It is assumed that these types of families have the most difficulties, function most problematically -which is indicated by high scores on the Unbalanced scales -and lack strong protective factors included in the Balanced scales. It's estimated that this type of family most often undergoes therapy.
There was considerable similarly between the Polish and the American typology in terms of the two extreme profiles of Balanced and Unbalanced. Also, both cluster analyses identified six profiles. As expected, there are some differences between the American and Polish profiles. However, this does not influence the positive assessment of their validity or usefulness.
Conclusion
Developing translations of assessment instruments always opens numerous problems related to their intercultural adaptation (Brzeziński, 1999) . The original version, FACES IV, has high reliability and validity, based on which the authors recommend its use for a wide scope of research studies as well as clinical assessments. In the the Polish version, FACES IV-SOR, the instrument has less reliability and validity, although the models's main assumptions are confirmed.
Confirmatory factor analysis conducted on data acquired from the Polish sample initially accepts FACES IV-SOR factorial structure as corresponding to the factorial structure of FACES IV. Further work is advised that focuses on reformulating statements with low factor loadings. This will help improve the model fit indices. In FACES IV-SOR, the highest reliability measures are on the Family Life Satisfaction and Family Communication scales. The reliability of both Balanced scales also allows their clinical use in connection with other instruments. In regard to the remaining scales: on the four Unbalanced scales, their reliability measures are lower but are still able to be used for both research and clinical work. Numerous applications in recent times of this instrument indicate a large need in Polish psychological circles for a reliable instrument that assesses the family system. 
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